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Agenda 

• Introduction 

• Rough Proportionality Use 

• Rough Proportionality Determination 

• RP Examples 

• Q&A 
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Introduction to Rough Proportionality 

• Property taxes aren’t enough to keep up with growth 

– The increase in taxes from development covers O&M, 

services, but not infrastructure 

• Development should ‘pay for itself’ 

– Right-of-way dedication, street construction, 

intersection improvements, etc. 

– Should be ‘fair’ 
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Legal Background 

Two important U.S. Supreme Court Cases established 

the principle of ‘Rough Proportionality ‘ 

• Nollan vs. California Coastal Commission (1987)  - 
established that an exaction must have an essential nexus to 

legitimate public interests 

• Dolan vs. City of Tigard (1994) - established a two-part 

test for exaction: 1) essential nexus and 2) roughly proportional in 

nature and extent of the impact of the development 



5 Rough Proportionality, May 2015 

Legal Background cont. 

Rough Proportionality comes to Texas via Court of 

Appeals of Texas 

• Flower Mound vs. Stafford Estates (2002) – 

established need for an “individualized determination” or “rough 

proportionality test”; allows for consideration of development impact 

to total facilities system; does not require “precise mathematical 

calculation” 
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Legal Background cont. 

• Texas House Bill 1835 

– Adopted in September 2005 

– Amended Section 212 of the Local Government Code 

(LGC) 

• Dedications, fees, or construction costs 

• “[The] developer’s portion of the costs may not exceed the 

amount required for infrastructure improvements that are 

roughly proportionate to the proposed development…” 
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Use 
• What applies? 

– Requirements not design standards 
• ROW/easement, boundary street construction, intersection 

improvements, TIA fiscal 

– Part of typical development approval process 

• How is ‘rough proportionality’ determined? 
– Compare the demand created by development to the supply 

required by City/County 

– Excel spreadsheet comparison 

– Same approach to HB 1835 as ~30 other TX cities 
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Determination 

How is ‘rough proportionality’ determined? 

• Transportation Demand 

– Generated by development 

– Land Use Type 

– Intensity 

– Trip Length 

– Vehicle Miles Traveled 

• Transportation Supply 

– Required by City/County 

– Roadway Classification 

– Length 

– Cross-Section 
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Proportionality Worksheet 
Includes the following, primary tabs: 

• User Guide – brief descriptions of each section of and various inputs to the 

“Proportionality” tab 

• Proportionality – the primary calculation worksheet 

• Land Use Chart – a summary of the land uses for the demand calculations 

• Summary of Roadway Costs – a summary of the costs and capacities 

provided by the various roadways 

• Pay Items – a look up table for construction components costs 

• Detailed Roadway Costs Sheets – tabs for each street type that calculate 

per mile construction and soft costs 
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Proportionality Worksheet 

• Development Info 

Includes basic descriptive information to identify the 

development 

 

• Demand Calculation  

 Based on land use type(s), intensity, trip rates, internal 

capture rates, trip lengths, and notes/assumptions 

 

• Supply Calculation 

Based on roadway supply, ROW dedication, and other 

improvements required by the City of the developer 

 

 

• Comparison of Results 

Summary of the impact of the demand in dollars 

compared to the total value of the transportation 

supply in dollars 
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RP Example:  Infill Development  
• Proposed Mixed Use development 

• 300 units multi-family 

• 2,500 SF retail 

• 200 feet of frontage along arterial 

• Existing MAD 4 at 104’ ROW 

• Ultimate MAD 4 per AMATP at 114’ 

ROW 

• Property line 47’ from roadway 

centerline 

• Require 10’ ROW and new sidewalk 
114’ 

104’ 



13 Rough Proportionality, May 2015 

RP Example: Infill Worksheet 
• Demand Calculation 
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RP Example: Infill Worksheet 
• Supply Calculation 
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RP Example: Infill Worksheet 
• Supply/Demand Comparison 
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RP Example:  

Greenfield Development  
• Proposed Single-Family development 

• 300 households 

• 1,200’ frontage along arterial 

• Existing MNR 2 at 60’ ROW 

• Ultimate MAD 4 per AMATP at 114’ 

ROW 

• Property line 30’ from roadway 

centerline 

• Require 27’ ROW and ½ of MAD 4 

AMATP 

ROW 

Exist. 

ROW 

Center 

Line 

60’ 

30’ 

114’ 

57’ 

27’ 
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RP Example: Greenfield Worksheet 
• Demand Calculation 
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RP Example: Greenfield Worksheet 
• Supply Calculation 
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RP Example: Greenfield Worksheet 
• Supply/Demand Comparison 
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